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INTRODUCTION . S

The origigé\of this‘researéh lig in the acqeptance for some years - N
by the authoré of a qéﬁg]us{on suégested by a mounting bbdy,of'gyidengej,
the formal instrgctionai program ?flschoéis acco;nts for pn1y~a‘émall ’

:

- ] -~
portion of the effects schools ha%e*on students. Various non-instructional

| .

aspects vf the wé& the school is organized and run, and the values, norms,

and behaviors reinforced by these procedures and structures, have far

greater effects.] ¢

Early Efforts at School Change

This conclusion was suggesited by our own reading of the last fifteen

3
\(‘j‘

l years of attempts to change and improve schools. The late fifties and most

of the sixties saw massive curriculum development efforts conducted outside

'
e

.\~ of the schools, the products from which were to be purchased and installed 'ﬁ/‘

. 4 I

N - N .
by local districts. While these were adopted in many.districts, there was

- . 3

widespread dissatisfaction with the results. While to a certain degree this ///(’

»

.

dissatisfaction resulted from a dhange in the critical problems facing

. ‘(
. schooling, nevertheless, the inadequacies became apparent: developing

o i &

S, materials to fit the already existing structure deverely limited the range

(

Al

of possible effects.(\ ST
The same conclusion is suggested by the experience of government

“efforts to stimulate change and improvement in" schooling throﬁgh;tbe direct -

y

funding of local change efforts. Title I and Title III resulted in.many /

~ av
< ’ y kol .

new programs, but they tended to be "add-ons," lasting °d1¥ as }ong.ag there o

o .

was extra fundiﬁg, and rarely affecting the basic structure of schooldng.
R
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The frustration resulting from ppeir limited impaét even on the térget

students, suggests again the limits of changes which do not Eﬁaﬁge the

: k.

structure and processes of schooling.3 . .

L

What, then, of efforts to directly change the ssf%fture of sghooling?

Several foundations in conjunction with school professionals did initiate

4 .

* such efforfs, but after many years of effort at flexible scheduling, team

: -7 .
teaching, and similar innovations, the foundations grew frustrated by the

Y \ N A ig
lack of,impactrénd are looking for other approaches. Effor&g to change the
. ‘/ -

structure of scheoling, such as they have been, arc more difficult to bring,

- . P
off, and still secem ‘to have limited value.4

. ¢

.

More Récent Efforts’

a v

This history suggested the need for two things-if,K schools were to.”

- Y

change significantly: more massivé interventions, involving changing the

v

.

peopleljn the sitwatibn, and more powerful modeis of séhobling made up of
e . . R v ’

@ . .« -
new processes and 'structures that would have more significant effects. In

2
i
’

the past few yeéars two lines of effort im theseedirectionq have become more
: . R

. e

prominent. One, the widespread effort to‘’initiate alternative schools,

v RS
.

began more or less with the belief that the only possible appféach to

.

e S

éhanging schools in significant ways is_to start over. These efforts have

b

for the most part been short-lived. Performance Coptfécting met 1imited

s .r

- : 0 13 .
success. Vouchers may never get a genuine test. Independent alternative

. .

. ’ . (
schools have tended to die quickly; and alternatives within the system

have, at least until reciii;y{/survived with difficulty.5 Theretié some
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people in the situation is likely to‘reinforcqfthe status quo./ Ironically,

~ \ .

at the same time that people are recognizing that moreﬂmassive*efiort is

I S

meeded to change existing schools, they tend to be caught in a "précess"

approach to change that almost guarantees a lack of shffiéient perspective to

bring off the needed changes. . 's .

To summarize, although widespread agreement seems to be develeping .

that .for large numbers of students, attempts to improve significantly their

school experiencé must invo%ye changing the structure and processes of

' . - N i i . .

schooling, there needs to be the development of alternative models of schooling |
” . Wy

a

- dei@ribed in terms of their structures and.processes; not (as so often is the
[d]
* o

.

case in alternative schools) in terms of what would not be done. There alsb

needs to be school change proéesses that enable participants to get outside’ .

.

S ) . : . ’
their situation, to become aware of some of the hidden values and assumptions

4

in the way their school is run, and to conceive, consider, and implement

¢

‘different forms of schooling.

N

Oﬁ} Approach: Describe Existing Alternative Models of Schooling

We were persuaded by .the case study literature that there were and

10

are successful examples of genuinely different models of scﬁooling.

“ .
Some have been created new, outside existing schdols. ® Others have been created
“ ~ . A rd

and sustained~within~existing schools. However, little careful analytié'

'worﬂ'has been done'to isolate and describe the critical féatures of these

»

in a way, that otherslcouldjattempt their replication. Again, consistent .o

-
¢

with our earlier conclusion, we believe these critical features to be the

Q . . N l. - ‘
Pz e - . ' . . . .

.
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‘ new model.

" structure ‘and processes by which the school was organized and run. g

- . . y]

. Our move from this was reIétively simple. 1If we could develop an

“

instrument for describing the critical structuresg and processes of the

IS

‘alternative modcis of ;chooling that- do exist, we would have, the key informa-
tion to put in the hands of individualsrtrying to change and‘improVe their own
schools. ;Wnys could-be‘deyeloped toyintegrate into school change processes a
consideration of these diffeqent models of schooliné; and having available {

desctiptions of their structures and fprocesses would not only give individuals

the capacity to make intelligent choices, it wculd give them perspectivé

~on aspects of the operation of their own schools.that they probably never

questioned.

' ‘ o
\ . . )

Furthermore, any instrument for'd%scribiné\the‘critical structures and

»

- N - ‘\\
processes of alternative schools would probably workjif well on one's own.

-\

‘This would allow the description of an ex1st1ng school .along exactly the same

. o

dimensions as any alternative’ considered for implementation and indicate )
vy, , ' ~

much more clearly than any' and of the technlque//presently in use’what aspects

of an existing school would need to be changed/in.what way to implement any

[
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3. Concretencss of Description: the instrument should describe . s
the critical features of schooling in a way that ’
others could replicate them. * -
4. Utility/Causality: the instrument shquld focug on features of

schooling that cdn be manipulated or changed, if
possible with predictable consequences. - -

‘

. . .
. 5. Ease of Use and Interpretation: the instrument must be able to

" .be used and interpreted by local people, within, their
budget and time constraints, if it is to be useful to
a wide variety of schools, and if it is to be able to
provide the needed perspective for their change efforts. -

LI

6. TFocus on Students: thé instrument should focus.on the ways
: schools affect students, not adults, as this is the 5
. basis on which school changes legally ought to be made. '
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK . . y ' .

‘ The ebove analysis identified only a set of needs. The-initial research

.

s

question was, what are the critical featufes of schooling, the important

structures and processes which need to be described, the dimensions along ° |

which all schools could be compared. We sought a set of powerful cendepts .

-

for interpreting what happens in séhoels, which we could then use to develop

. . .
an instrument to descyibe to the larger soclety the structures and processes

- e

which are responéible'for these happenings, Sociologists have for years examineﬁ.
’ {
the function education. plays in soclety, and-the functions performed by schools
!

in relatlonShip to modern society.11 Spady has integrated and syntheslzed these

<

discussions (Spady, 1973; ‘1974a; 1974b) and Specified five functions that

‘ .
N " . - » »

schools carry ,out for the larger society: ,All schoels carry them-out in some

) . B .
fashion, conscious or not. ’ . e R
1

Custody/Control | . "_‘ ‘

-

D

In moderwr Society childrén.between certain ages are required by law to .

‘- attend schools

_legal authority ov

or a certain‘numbeﬁ of hours per day. School staffs have

students while attending schbol. The effect of this is

.

. s . . )
these hours., . The School must at a m@nimum be able to insure the safety of

-

. "

~ the children and the drderly pursuit of activities. In addition there is

\ * , -
usualliy the expectation that schpols will do more than just provide custody;
they wili see to it that students are exposed to instruction, The combination
el ‘of the. non-voluntary nature of schooling and the Mmore than custodial"

- - 3 .

egpectations4for schooling create the need ﬁor\a complex set of internal
4

LI - -



» S
v

mechanisms and procédures for a school to successfully perform custody/ ;
. <
t - . -
control. The school manifestations of this.are the system of rules, and

~

the rule making and EBforc{ng mechanisms, both formal and {nformal, which

-®
d

govern student conduct. . ’ ¢

,
\ A N

Selection ' B
) - . )

In any society there are sélectién mechanisms by which individuals are

distributé? aﬁong (allocated to) various

[ . , -
occupstions and roles. In modern
- !
. , society schgols are a major componert of gﬁis'selection mechanism, fqr the
degree of access that students have to jobs and future educational experiences
£ 1

ES -

afiter ‘finishing school is influenced by what has happened during their sehool
s , .

‘careers. This is particularly true regarding the éradqs and credentials

‘. s . - c
students receive, the programs.they havé followed, and the skills they have,

mastered. : . - ' B . ‘
_'. . . " "Internal to the school there are also mechanisms and procedhres by
. - v . e )
N which different students have different degrees of access to pyograms, courses,

7 (IR
2 .

teachers, and facilifies. ‘These distribute students across the various
s . ) TR T

activities so that schooling affects different students in differept ways.

ve

i

a. .
.This internal selection process is generally the initial force in assuring

. | .
A v < .

-

that séhooling has external selection consequences., The school manifestations

.

14

"of the selection function are fhe criteria, frameworks, mechanisms and

. procedures.by Whicp @nternal selection is accomplished. -

*
i
.

\ * -

s Evaluation/Certification ' e

) e

‘.

In any society there are mechanisms by which the quality of a person's ::

\f\\contributioﬁ to the things the Society?values is determined and recorded.

» . - -
N . d

ERIC ~ . & ‘
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Schools formalize a major componewt ‘of this achievement process f£or modern

[}
.

societies. While there may be disagreement about the relevance of the

"

standards set by schools, or the.validity of their application, standsrds for :

- students are set, these are applied to the work of the students, and judgments

of the degree of .attainment are communicated to, the student and to the outside

. 5 I . .
\ 4
society. The school manifestations of evaluation/certification are the

>

v . [}
. ‘ . . - - ! . . .
criteria, framework, mechanisms and procedures by which this- is done.

- ¢
a

Instruction . .

Lvery socizty has procedures for instructing its children. In modern

society these procedures have been formalized and institutionalized in schools;

they are expected to provide a major component of the instruction conducted by

¢

- the society. Schools are expected to systematicaliy attempt to increase the

2

information base, and to improve the cognitive;, physical, and in some cases the

affective .skills of‘sQPdents. What we typically know as,éhe curriculum of the

. o

w

school are those specifi¢ sequences of materials aﬁg é*periences to which students

are exposed in order to facilitate the\acquisition of these skills. The manneg‘

’-

in which this exposure taked place and is reinforced is a result’ of the .

.
* P

instructional process or pedagogy used by the teacher. Measuring'the instruc-
tional function of the school, then, requires a measuring of the content,

sequencing, and nature of students'’ formal learning experiences; and the

~

} *e ‘ . . : .
settings, mechanisms, and procedures which define those experiences.

-
+

N Socialization . .

.t

Every society has processes for socidlizing its children, for developing

-

* in them the attitudes, beliefs, expectétions, and values for successfully

performing roles in specified social.systems. In modern ‘society schools ,
.‘a . ¢ ;‘ ' =« ’ /
Q. i 11
ERIC ) v

JAFuiiText Provided by ERIC - - N . R
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accomplish a major component of the society's soéialization, whether as a
‘ - . o . P

’ '’ ' . .

consequence of other activities in the school, of.as a result of coﬁscioqé v
* -

effort. To analyze the school's role in performlng its respons1b111ty td \

prepare youugsters for life in a complex secular soc1ety is to acknowledgg ;i

o
o

not only the relatively limited range of information and. skills that is

< . -

n~typic§11y included in the formal curricuium, but also the centrality of

the teacher as an agent of both society and tﬁ%aschool in shaping'the

I

elaborate belief, expectationf and behavior codes that characterize "normal"

j .
or "appropriate' tehavior. Note that the socializat function of the school
seems to attach social meaning, significance, and utiljty to the capacjities

]

developed by the instruction, but conflicts often arise regarding the disjunction -

between outcomes and capacities that facilitate one's: accommodation to the role

r

of sé:zza%?jand those that enhance one's effectiveness in roles outside the

school. 1In other words, things that make youngsters acceptable as students

~ ' I X

will not necessarily make them successfultor.Héppy as adults. The school

< . “

.manifestations of the socialization funttion are the mechanisms and procedures

.

« by which schools shaﬁe the beliefs, expectations, and behavior codes fhat‘

k L]

they do shape, some of wliich may have more utility within the school than outside.

As the above de§cfiptionsfmake cleaxr, the five functions defined by Spady

are general functions which every society must perform, a ajor component of -«
] . s “ ’ : A T M o
which has fallen to schools in -modern societies. How wellﬁehe gchool agcomplishes

n
the functions, both in terms of the nature of the outcomes and the degrege gf R

] ~ .

success;’i% the key fattdr in determining'wh@ther and how schools ought to be

. .
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METHODOLOGY

o

. |

. : - 1

. l
1

We determined it would be too difficult, time~consuming, and expensive

§ L . . .
to measure the nature and quality of a school's performance of these five

functions in terms of their consequence for graduates of a school. In time
v rldngitudinal studies may become routine, and if s0, indices of the quality

. of performance of these functions would seem iqfﬁitively relatively easy

‘
.
. . - - . !

to develop. However, for the present what we could do was to map the nature
. N

- of the structure; and processes which accomplish each function, and describe

. ther as they opeirate in scheols. We term these functional subsystems. If we

could do the mapping at-a level of'deiai} sufficient to identify the elements

. ' " of the subsystém which éoukd-he éiéérédsibene wanted to hlter thq wa§ it . )

~ . ~ \\ v

-

operaLed, this d@rall-WOUId also be-suff1c1ent to aé&gy people to make judguents

\

Ve about whether they would like to see‘it work dlfferently.t;«'~ " i

“ <"

i
i
1
St . The' type of methodology was a problem. Most of the instruﬁentetfdh-: _—
. . L ) . ’.‘ s v ."
0 - used "in previous studies of schools, powerful though they were, were inappro— . ,i

. priate. They did not meet one or another of our criteria.. Case studies,
T 3

. particularly the ones of alternative schools that influenced us initially}

4
.ot M .

tendedto be based on anthropological methods-~interviewing, perticipant

observation, use 6f infbrmants-;or_they tended'to be written as a personal. ., -

. . ‘ . . . [

journal or report. While we found many of the testimonials and descniptionsw

|
intditively'dbnvincing, we ¢ould not foresee these teEhnl%pes being used Y _. 1
adequately hy those untrained in the specialty. And, they would be/too L

t , .,

expensive and the turn-around time would be too long for them to be usefg}/ ol

;;/}_f in local change efforts. T S t . ‘;//§ !
. N \ 1
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~ Several of the more systematlc stud1es of school}ng ‘in the litgrature
‘ VRN B S

d1d use carefully deweloped 1nstrumentat16n but they fended to be’ ITimited

< ’

to 1nvestigatlon of one partlcular aspect of\schooilﬁg ‘(d. e., they would

?,‘ e .

not meet our breadth crlterlon), or they 1nvolved observatloﬁ and interviewing,

-

technlques too expensive *and dlfflcult to use, Or tﬁ@y focused on an -

y
individual student:'s experlences and perceptions of schooling, rathér than

inquiring into how things are generally done by the school - ’

1 . N

v The measures wh1ch most closely approilmated the crlteria were the

various organizational cﬁlmate, and classroom cllmate of learnlng environment '

instruments. The basic methodology is to u e.a quEStlonnaire cons1st1ng of
/ .” s

4

statements about an organizat1on, to which respondcnts 1ndacate "true/false @

‘ vy - -

-

N
s

N,

/7 - .
or agree/dlsagree (sometimes‘w1th two poantifcales“ sometlmes w1th three or - 3

.the'organization., When applied

four). The respondents are ﬁhose who‘Wprk,l
N AN
‘to schbols the réspondents ;nclude the ‘st

'
-

s v
I Y

The methodoloéy has beeq used'ext ns1vely to study the en 1ronment of .,

-
N - .

ents._ N

AN

.

o .
H N
P ‘"

A

U { :
4fl: » varioﬁs organlzat1ons* (MOOs and Hout 1968‘ Stert, 1970, Mo s l972;

b

Gerst and Moos, 1972) *Inian otHerwx.e cfitlcal essay\on the substance of the.
L4

s .
~ / r ! ' !
-

A .concept "climat, Gulon 1s,careful ta p01nt odﬁ.that the methodology is not. 1
NI R \C\\ ’ N : ‘
: P,‘T T «. R ‘}\ ~. P

Coe I i -7 ‘ N N L |
peeil ‘,Percept1ons of Organizqtional climate can be used as estimates .o
f:; ,.} . -of attributes of: nganlzatlons .The items to. be tYeated as \\1
TN ~'“.Lfk : genuinely dEScrtpzlve are those. in which the~£requency of - .
¢ ezr i -, 'endersement is nqt s1gn1ficantly différent“from IOOA or: OA. ) -

e (Guion, 1973, ¥4 nzy - .

g R , v ) : "

- The reiative ease-of-use of this methodology (quest{onnaires,could be filled.

. . , " \/ \“ L]
* . ¢ ) N
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d
'

I the problem° .
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éer scale) and réliability are problematic (Rizzo, 197Q; Jones, 1968). .Its

[N

14

_out by everyone in a sthoql in gp;hpur.or,sb);‘the possibility of{§tatistica1

A

‘_treatments that wouid‘bé usefﬂl to local people (we céuld proﬁide canned

/ .

. programs, graphlcal prlntouts for dbmparatlve purpo§es), and the content-

flexibility of the method (we c0u1d ea511y pldg in qnestlons on the structure

-

and processes of the orgénlzatlgn that accomplish each function), led us to

¥

select this as our, approach to describing schools.
Existing instruments to measure schoel climate; however, had other

problems in satisfying Ouf’needs, even ;f fhe items could be interpreted

a —

as descrlﬁlngvéharacterlstics of the organization. The Organizational Climste

- > !

s
Descriptioﬁ Questlonnalre (OCDQ) of Halpin and Croft (1963) measures teacher
- . . S e / hd
and admlnistrator characteristics, not the mechéh and procedures by which
' ) ive
schools affect 'students. Stern's High School Ch;racteristlcs Index, is based on

-

student-perceptions of their school, but its 1ength (thirty scales, ten items

+

théeréfical bagis is also of limited utility for our ﬁhrposes. Stern began with
personality dimensions, and looked for aspects of the environment which could

I

constitute the "Press' to match personality "Needs." ' The scéle.definitions‘
(Stern, 1§70, Appendix A) describe an organization in terms of the personality

characteristics of the people im the organization, not (as we wanted) a

-

descripfion of the struétu;e and procedures of schools which affect students.

’

- There is a long history of effarts to assess aspects of the "classroom

<

. P
climate." While these are relevant to only a portipn of an entire school, it

seemed initially that they could serve our purposes for the classroom portion

+



')" « e

’ .0f the instrument. Closer inspeclion, h0we§er, proved othertwise.” In general

N \

‘

i . .
these efforts have been targeted on the elementary school classrooms, not the

. . y ‘

{lhigh school; they have tonqentrated on coding teacher verbal behavior; and the

NN 3 ~ - .
-methodologies have been observational. There have been several efforts"to

- -
>

“develop questionnaires of the type we selected .for use in high school classroom

>

measurement (Walberg, 1968; Anderson and Walberg, l968 Anderson, 1970; Steele,

House, and Kerins, l97l;-Tr1ckett and Moos, 1973). The Trickett and Moos

v

instr. 1t has some items (one set of-variables):labeled the "Constitution

« <

of the ‘lassroom and Teaching Innovations," but the items are not tightly
“ . . B .
related to any general taxonomy of types of classroom structures and processes.

’
/

The Anderson and Walberg work, while powerful in many ways, makes~use of
3 - -

4

what they label high inference items. While they selicted these betause of -~

v

their higher likelihood of predicting learning outcomes, they are of limited

value thhe intent i% to make changes in what is happening in the classroom. -

d up measuring general affect in the classroom, rather than the processes

~

nsible for that affect.

The: instrument which.most nearly approximates our needs is the Steele, .

-

.

use, and Kerins "Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ)," developed to

evaluate programs for the gifted in the state of Illinois. They specifically

~.

use low-inference judgments of 'prevailing patterns of instructional emphasi
with at least the possibility that the data, in addition to being Yaluabl%"
o - ' K3
+ ., B * 7
as an evaluation, could Be used to manipulate the environmental dEmands to

produce optimal learning. The difficulties with the instrument are its

.n

shgrtness‘(itrwas focused on a particular set of innovations, not a broad

A




’ . »

A view of ‘classroom activities),‘and its assumption ¢hat the class is operating

&

as a groub. They had difficulty ,using the 1nstrument in an independent study

b

' class. To the degree that we need an instrument that is capable oi use over .

r
'

time in ci‘__ﬁstances where instxruction will move; toward such alternative

. S .
’ . N

‘strtictures as independ%nt study, their instrument is too limited. It represents

"
- , 3 ¢

a good model of what can be done, and their efforts at validation are
. - ° b‘ .
. particularly admirable.

Y s 7
Even at its best a methodology which asks those involved in a situation

o

.
d «

to destribe its characteristics is not without its limitations. In a recent

" thorough review of the literature on organizational climate, James and Jones,

(1974) cited several limitations of relying'on perceptual measurement:
. »

1
|
i
i
|
|
|
1
|
|
|

. < )
. Purgly perceptual measurement does not permit difngentiation N i
. between diverse but important different situations: incensistent . 1

‘ or capricious beliavior; behavior adapted to individuzl mneeds;
differences caused by different obportunities Bo observe;
differences caused by 1nd1v1dua1 characteristics; and instrument 1
. error. (P. 1104) .

i
|
}
|
1
i
|
1
!
|
4
|
1
|
1
|

v . . q ‘

. We recognize these limitations. Some are essentially valfdation problems..

e a

If, for example, an item behabgs stranéely, itvmay be’ possible to design ways
- ’ ' + ) . N 7 ) - .
; - to find out'why, and eitper eliminate the item, or interpret it accordingly.

Some of the 1imitations appear to, us‘inherent, and merely feflect the need

©
-

for additional measures if there is a ‘need to sepérate out some of the

. .
” -

4.
ambiguity. The advantages of the instrument seemed, td us substantial en0ugh

, . v ‘ . .

e v e

Y, ’ to proceed with its development..‘

R ’ . . . ; -
We. then faced the task of generating items in this format to fit the

’ .
. .
L - -

..l

N

- theqretical framework.” - ot ] .
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THE NATURE OF THE INSTRUMENT - R
° The, instrument, presently in its second draff, consists of 406 discrete
i;éms requiring at least one response. Because some of the itgms(allow multiple.

responses and some items are related (one being answered only if the previous

one was answered in a particular way) the maximum number of responses from any

~

one respondent is 478.

In theory, some aspects of the way a, school performs each function are

carried out at the classroom level. That is, the teachers in classrooms have g

gertain custody/conFrol, instruction and evaluation/certification responsibil-

) .
¢

ities that they perform in some way; the teachers use some selection mechlanisms

-~
.

for acquiring students for their class and allocat;gg them among whatever range
\ . N 3

°

-

. | “
of instructional activities they provide, and there are almgft certainly .
- 4 -
socialization consequences to the way in which the class is run.
Similarly, in theory some aspects of the way a school performs each

v, . / ~ N '
function<are carried out at levels other than the classroom (for example, by
admini§trétors, by counselors, byﬁthe department). This instrument uses
M ' iy ety ) [+ %
only two leveds: the classroom and the school. Respondents are asked either

to describe how somethfhg is done in their classtoom or in the school. W

Analytically, all aspects of the perféfmagce of each function that are not .

L4 .
-

carried out in the’ classroom are considered to be carried out by "the school."

¢ - . -
There are 194 items related to the schoaf'level which, because of the provisions

for multiple responses to some ftems? cowld reach a maximum of 245. There are

'
-

212 items assdciated with ‘the classroom levél which again, due to the provisions
- J' . - o-

+for multiple response$, could reach 233 responses. We expect that the next
, ‘\ M -
@, )

3 19 - N :




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

or in his school).

revision of the instrument will reduce this number sodgvhat. .

< ~

.- Because of the number of responses and the desire to produce an

can be angwered by a student witgin a single class period,

instrumgnt that
?

. »
~

o o . Lot
the items have been split into two parallel forms of the instrument. This is

’
’

. strictly a méchanical procedure. A random half of the students in a normal

= *\ R s . ¢ ..L:

“classroom i3 more than ample to provide accurate informatiqn about that

classrqom and therefore, splitting the instrument in half saves time.13

~ . -

There #s no intent to compare Form A and Form B of the instrument. Items

’ [
from both forms are combined in’ the an?lysis. ) /

o ~

In this type of instrument, the response set is for- the subject to

A}
describe how tHings happen in the organization (in this case, in his classroom

N
~

‘It is not an opinion survey or an attitude instrument.
Al

, '

~

Respondents are .cautioned to descrihe’how thirgs are for most students,

not how they personally would 1ike‘them to be. The responses, of course, are "‘

P

. . .
some mixture of the two. One's opinions and attitudes do color the way one

¢

sees the world; and if items probe types'of experiences which the subjects have

’

not directly witnessed or experienced, they will be responding in terms of their

projection of what they would expecé'would happen. P e -
t " )

Since the aspects of each function that are carried out at t%e claésrpom

‘. [ R

L - .
level can be carried out in a variety of yays, any one classroom will represent
LA AR . e . .
a certain pattern of carrying out those aspects of the five functions. 'Whilq nt
this may vary somewhat from day to day or week to week, the questionnaire is

1
intended to tag the consistent pattern of each classroom.. It is expected that

within one school, the classrooms will exhibit a wide range of differenmt patterns.
s
R N

*




- Since the aspects of each function that are carriet out at "the school*

k)
o= .

level can also be cérried out in’ a,variety of ways, any one school will represent

.

a certain pattern of oérrying out those aspects of'the five functions. While
this may Varyipomewhat irom day to day or- ‘week to week
Psi

intended to tap ‘the con?istent pattern of each school It is expected that schools _

the questionnaire is

’

will differ both in ter@& of the pattern exhlblted in carrying out the functions

-4:
‘

and in terms of whlch aspects of each function
rc:,g

level and Ghich at the school level.

are carried out at the classvoom

v

The Items =~ .- - c ) )
.- In developing the.instrument, literature-was reviewed to identify all the

key aspects of valid concébtibns of how each’anction can be-accomplished, and

. ] .
discrete aspects of a schooy's_operation which were related to these conceptions
were identig!%d. 'The items: of the instrument ist alternative .operational forms
4 : .

. .\ o * ) " - » '
that each aspect of how a .school Accomplishes éach function might take, and

»

. reSpondents indicate which form is present in their” school pr classroom. , o
~ ) SN R ' ’ - ) -
Custody/Control ) v . . :
. rhe 2t s ) .
i{\ C Custody/Control, as a function of schooling, consists of' the system of '
4 - S 1

\

:rules,'both formal and informal, and the rule making and enforcing mechanisms

which govern student “eonduct. Measuring'Custody/Control for e school involves- *°

‘! At - ~

measu@ing the key attributes of. the system of rules, and the' rule making and

. N . : ~ .
t . “e

rule enforcing mechanisms. . n . ' ,
. P " Y ) -

A d

. ‘ 0
. Nine key .aspécts are measure@’by sets of items in the instrument
’ 5 15 1. ,The extent of the nules' the ranée Some school or teachers .
. , “of the types of behavior'which are -- attempt to regulate every-
- B " being controlled thing - Other’s have only a’
. R " few. critical rules, o
T » “ ¢ g,
" 4'\ LY 4‘ . . i N ; é\ N
. b I},‘(' {l . . 3
Q. ' co <1 . » e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

2,

wonnthigh
Ihe nature, severity and duratlon
of the usual punishment for
breaking a rule *
The equity “of enforceﬂent of
the rules

"

Knowledge and clar1ty of the
rules . .

"

Clarity of what constitutes
punishable behavior (regard-

_ less of the formal rules) -

- connected with the rules

> : \

The nature of the due process
(hearing process, appeal process)

*
.

‘

The possibilities ‘of 1nfluenc1ng
the rules

¢

The locus af enforcement of
the rules., ’

%

-

[

3

-

¥

[
¥

-

-

.
—

]

® u varying degrees. . T

. 'those~enforc1ng the rules. 1 ¢

‘ behavior, regardless of the formal

’ S0

t

Some schools or teachers are’
much more lenient than- L.
others for:the same offense

Some schopls'or teachers

lay favogftes or are influenced
gy various 1rrelevant factors

to deal pore less ‘harshly with
some .&tudents. In other:schools
‘only~a few circumstances can
iegitimatel Jtemper a punishment
Some schools or teachers have,
“rules which are spec1f1c about
. what can or-cannot be done. In
pthefs the rules are deliberately:
..vague to allow more discretion’to

La 3

Some schools or teachens make
very cjlear what consitutes ’
acceptéble or unacceptable

rules.. "In others the expectations
about acceptable behavior are ’
much”mpre vague. -
‘Some® schools or teachers are
much\more likely to have student
rightsasafeguarded by havlng a
hearing;proqess or an appeal - .
process. built* n to.the enforcemen
of ruled than others.

.

P

Some. sghools\or teachers involve
students in drawing *up the rules
‘and’ haVe ‘the.basis of a social
vontract; others impose rules to
‘Some’ schools or teachers may
rely very heav1ly on enforcement
of xules at the school level >
CprincipaI vice-principal); " '~

others ‘expect virtually all rule
enforcement to take place at the |
61§ssroom ievel (by the teacher).
4 -




’ .

£y

0 9. General climate -~ Some schools or teachers create
) a climate of openness and flex-

ibility toward the rules; othexs
‘-~ create a climate of rigidness and

i -

) ‘ threat. .o .

. * 3 T . - ° . : E'“J
* : : |

" Selection T - . / ‘ . |
————— e . < B “: “lee LS ‘

. Selection,. as a function of schoolling, consists of the .mechanisms and .

]

. . . £ '
procedures by which a school places students into different programs, cdurses,

.
I
~ o . v

faqjlities, or with different teachers, which gives them different school .. ~

experiences. * ‘- ' .
' M . s . . " -
Meaghring selection for a school invoPyes measuring the key aspect§ of
7 € ’

the syst 4 of mechanlsms and procedures that. separates oyt students and places.

. them idéo d1fferent school expé%lences.\ The instruhent is limited to covering
W2 F RS v

>

a

- .
N > ~on . ’

S only'selection into formal classes or courses of the school.

> e

Five key aspects are measured By sets of items in the instryment:

N

s ’ 1. The var1ous routes by which a e Some schools simply assign )
3 student ends up in a particular vl tudents. Others allow varying |
) "« . course e , . degrees .of ‘student *choice or f
- C e oy X S~ influence. - .
, oL ) ) ) , W
. ot ‘ ., 2. The consequences of ot be1ng e Some course‘.are availaﬁié
ﬁ ’ selected 1 fnto a desired/needed == every quarfef, term: or )
. - course “. . ’ ~-semester; so the cost' in terms
. Vo S A o ~ of school timé"is small. Others
- e . , - are &vallable only-once a ¥ear,
" T N .iotr'less, éﬁgvlf migsed once the
oL e © e L ‘ " cpgsequences of loss of time
) :” e ) . ' sge substantial.
%a "‘ A R The ways in which different <7 In different schools the decision
. authorities in therschook | . --- as to which coutse a student will
", ) ) .. affect the selection of.,v« take is made by different "levels
) T . a coursé ~ - _.°' o of personnel;.with varying types
2 X . of influence by others.
s o ! v . -
k‘;gglu'-).‘~ .%4. The- charécteristics of s In different schools, ‘different
R W s :'h 'studebts that affect ) ~— . haracteristics of students affect
. . ™, gelection, : - whether a student gets intp a
. e , T course.
’ LT . L
. . ’ S ) .
Q . . . ' \

Al ) - . . . d
~ "
o " - ‘e ' s
- . N o . ¢
. A . .
v T . . .
. - . . o
.
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5. The ease’ of changing courses

. * *

' '

EvaluatioﬁVCertificatdon

# . < s
) Schools set standards;for students to meet, apply tnese standards to the
work of ;tndents to determine the'degree to which tney.have been met,* and ;
o : ‘¢ :
feommunicate this judgment to the student&and to others even thotgh they may~: -
not do;thzs by any -conscious or rationallprocedure. Though.evaluation— hﬁA

-

certificgtion has some schoolwide‘aspects——often,

*
“ < J

record is,standard for the whole school--the bulk

h
» -

function is found within classrooms, and may vary
. O
to classroqom, v ;}ieasurlng evaluatlon/certlflcatio’n

- "

at the classroom level the key aspects of the system by which:

~
L.

standards are;applied to the work of a student in

Lt

of the degree of meeting the standards, and these judgments are communicated

'
to the student and- ‘to the outside world

2 \ ~

,:

’22

i

In some schools a student- can

.change courses whenever he/she

wants to change;, in others it is
very difficult to change, regard-
less of the legitimacy of the

reason for wanting to.

(e

for example, the permanent
of . t;e eyaluatlon-certificatlon
considerably:from'classrobm

fo; a school 1nvolveé‘me;suring

‘

standards are set,

a course resulting in judgments

Pl
©

]

.

Four key aspects are measured by sets of items 1q the instrument'

-wl

v

. \-L. The fechanisms and procedures by whiqh standards are set., A s
< i and ' the characterlstlcs of the resulting standards
® f
1. Who determines the work to be done to meet -2, partidhlar
: standard-and how is thlS done o

o« - - x “ LA < )

* “2.. What type.of standards are dsed '
ﬁl‘ ! .‘ &

" 3. When are,standards dEveloped/announced v e
. ‘ v. k" ) . R . , . . ) LW ) .
\\\., f& Who determines the standards of .o

&
v

zé



/ . . 23
’ ' N . ,
. * 5 \ - ¢
' 2. " The mechanisms and procedures by which standards are applied to-the 3
) work of a‘student, resulting in judgments; and. the characteﬁlstics .
) of this application and these¢/ judgments » . '
.7 v - ’ ) +
- . ’ i Lo - -
. 5. How flexible is the evaluatior system
6. What is the time frame of the tasks/of the evaluations ;i
- 1 ./ . J
7. When (during the course). are evaluations made ’ 1
- ‘8., .To what degree doecs everything get evaluated . 3 ‘i
* . & ' . a . ) 3
- 9. How important to thHe course is the evaluation of work , ' %
\ T e ' ' ) L
L 10. What use -is made of tHe evaluation .information ‘}
y - - e @ ) ‘ ’ ! . v 4
C I J  11. Who does tife evaluating e ' K\\
. N . _— : N ) .
R . " 12. How consiste@%ly are, the standards applied , 3;5
: e 13. Whe'determines the final evaluation and how. ‘
. ) , - Lo \ s [ . . .
_ 3. - The mechanisms and procedures by which judgments are communicated
N . to the student and the characteristics of this communication
Vol s :”. - _J‘/ . K . s id b , _
14. What is the frequency of feedback
s
! 15. How are the evaluations communicated °* ) ,
R " 16. - How helpful are the evaluations ' )
4. The mechanisms and procedures by whith judgments of the quality .
Y of a student's work are communicated to the outside world and the -
characteristics of this communication - ‘ S
. E R
o : 17. What ipformation is used in determining a final evaluation
. s < MU - " 4 . s ‘
N '18. What 'ig recorded on the permanent’ record 1
" ) B . '.‘ . oA
H . L A 3 . )
. . Instruction "\ Ll ) B - .
- Instructiog as a function of schooling consists of the mgchanlsms and
[ .
/ pqocedures by which schools make a systemaﬂic attempt to increase the information
. .base and to improve the cogmitive, physical and in some céses affective,skills =
' > A ) N - S
.- of students. rSipce these attempts a;g.neaf%y always made within classrooms or
’ ) cot. A ) e X
‘: A4 * ‘t:". ’ ‘ ,' . . “‘M’. v
Y % S . A
. . .,: v i - R .
s ;e: ) » . ' ) 25 .1. . .. H ;
Q PR ' i ” R -

s -1 ..
- .
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N R
. - , .
“at the "classroom level of a school (i,e. under the directioh of a teacher,
, 3
> - . [ .
, not an administrator) the questions probing this function are/focused on the
. ) > , &

classroom level. Measuring the inst:nption‘funétion for a school involve

.

e . i ,>,.‘_ -
measuring -the key aspects of the systém ®f formal mechanisms and procedures cited

, ,
. L3 n
above. ‘ | . ,

“ o, K ‘
- - I3
. » SRR

Six key aspects of these. mechanisms and proce&uies aré addressed by sets

of items in the dnstrument: ' & _. ‘" . ‘8

”

- -

’
> ) ~

. s .
The nacure of the .teacher's Certain characteristig teacher
behavior toward students behaviors facilitateylearning,
: other$ do not. '

LI
N ’ Al “

‘Thé teacher's response to ’ . To. cach of a wide variety of
. various types of student i possible student led¥ning®
behavior . ' "~ behaviors, teachers can respopd
across a ¢omplete range, from
requiring that ‘behavior to
prohibiting it. ‘

- N

'

The characteristics of thes = ! . Different learning experiences
learning experiences e can differ widely in ocognitive
C ' ’ - 7+ characteristics and affective
. . characteristics.
R . 8 .
4, The degreé‘of student influence Some cqurses allow wide choice
on and choice of learning. . among many options-of goals and
" goals and learning methods ) methods, others are much more
focused and prescxiptiv;.
5. The charactefistics of the / Some c¢ourses provide a Féfgé
materials and facilities ’ variety of different materials
' and "gpaces, others are more
limited and sterile.’
6. The structural characteristics Some courses are, predominately
of learning settings conducted in one type of setting.-
Others have students in a variety
of settings and arrangements.

ERI!
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.. . .Socialization o

[ . '
. . & N . )

Socialization processes.develop in persons those attitudes, beldefs. "

.

L _expectations,»values and affective capacities for successfully performing roles -

B . .
] . . .
- .

in'specified'social systems. Measuring’ the socialization function of a school

. B .
,

involves heasuring the key aspects of the systeg of mechanisms and processes

.s¢hools have for developing the requisite: attitudes, beliefs, expectations,
- ( [ ] .

a

values and affective capacities in students. , C e

( . R \ -’ .', . f
. . These mectanisms and processes are extremely complex and subtle, and, .

!
¢

* . N
the boundary between the school's performance. of the funct®on and the surroundin
-he It ! g

community's performance is blurred. One.socialization effort is unique to a

s .
) L)

- . Y e
+  school, however. -This involves trying to get students to.successfully perform

. v -

the role, "student." While in various schqols there.may be different degrees of

overlap'béiween what is needed to be a "student" and what is needed to be a

successful adult outside, .measuring, this discrepancy is beyond the scopehof the

. 4, . . - N \ "' ,
instrument. The instrument measures the key aspects of the school's mechanisms
; 8 _

- \ . Lo

¥ and processes for socializing: students to conform to its view of how students

v ' K . . T
. ought to bahive, qua students.\” . . .. “ o
° . . 3 ) s k

Bidwell (1971) distinguis es three mechanisms lof socialization: direct

4

3

.
-

personal influence (dyadlc), reference group 1nr1uence, and activity str uctures. .

' v,

- For the first two the &nderlylng learning model is a reinfprcementhodel%) sanction
‘ or, fear“of sanctiens. While formal sanctions (1owering grades1 suspension) have
t . ’ - L d G \ ~

socia1i7at10n consequences, the instrument deals with those:under the category

’ - RN

Custody/Control The Soc1alizat10n section of the instrument focuses on what

4 , S

vooe ~

* v
Bidwell terms "solidarity sanctions." liking, friendship‘ acceptance and the real

-

|
) ~ '
st i, ‘. . . R
- & - . 04



or imaginad threat of loss of these through not conforming to expeCtations.
-& /
Activity structures are "charaeteristic structures of actlvities" that

. N . -

# . .
S exemplify certain,values, expectations oriother desired socialization outcomes.

. These are, for the most part not conscious decisions, but unexamined effects
N~ 5 ‘v .
~ _of “the way schooling is structureq:n i.e., "the hidden'curriculum.'ﬂ ‘8
-~ . Y N . .
These items ‘in the instrument yield a description for any schoal of the

. -
. s
. v .

school}s,image of an idedl student (the socialization goal) and for those elements

/

=

- ) ™ which are part of the image whether the socializatlon mechanism is some form of

eonscious social control by the’ staff or the student S peer group, or whether
- . . \,
it is an unconscious result of the'way the school's activities are struotured;
- . ’ * -

Bidwell d1stingu1shes between know1ng the ‘content of a value, expectation,

. RS -

or belief versus baving commitment to it. The latter is the prlncipal:eviaence

of socialization. .To tap this elemeht the items in the socialazatlon section are $\§~

. . ~ P
- .
~ > ~

" related to the gther four‘functions.' Students have descrlbed how~each of the other
s, ) ) , - N T 7 e 7
‘four functions operate in the school. These descrlptlons constigu/g/a,picture ‘.’/

- <
.~ . . \.\_4‘/ ,» .

- of how the school is run. By focusing on these same characterlstics in'th%>//
. L
so@lallzation section, it is;possible to determine how the school tries to get

X :
5 "

N ° . N

students to accept and be committed to how the school is run. For example, th;

\ o - ‘\..,\ }

student may have .described the school's custody/control‘system as one which'is *

‘ '
.

. highly inequitable--some students can ‘escape punishment for' things that others::il‘ .
. - . . .o VN e
are punished for. Im the socialization section the student would be asked whether .

.
s . 2 .
W

. . ,
s a value‘such as "All students Should receive the same punishment for the same A
> \ A . et

3 e

offense" is stressed in the school or noty and if so, whether it is openly

discussed or merely an unexamined value. - This will indicate the'Qegree of

. R D < 1 4

»

acceptance of the value, as well as the fit between the stressed values and the

r
2 . .
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A "The’ items of the socialization section, fhen, are similar to this and

are in four categoﬁiesz L ‘ K . : .

1. Socializatlon related to Custody/Control -

e 2, \So"ializaglon related to Selection )

v . 3. Socialization related to Evaluation/Certification
4. Socialization related to Instruction '

LI . - o
5, '

’ - Examples of Questions b

‘. yot .

< The question in the Custody/Control caLegory which taps the nature, severief/

-

and duratiou of the usual punishmgnt for breakihg a rule, for example, lists a
. /‘ .
} ‘large ‘nuzber of actions which range from those thagcall schools have some kind

- Al

of- nules prohibiting (e g.,vsteal1ng) to those*thﬁ% only the moxe restrictive

Ql‘vf‘ S aiw \‘i
- —_— - - e

:-schools prohibit (e ey boys hav1ng long.hair). ;qﬁ%ge ‘actions also cover various; ;

M,_/

aspects of a student s life in school from dress(fo actendangg to-missing ( :fiij

_ o s [
. » ‘. n’l/ ‘

“ academic deadlines for work To each. of the listed act1ons, restndents are

- Clem »
\4 \_\‘

asked 'to indicate whether or not a rule against it exists and if . §0), What the

nature of the punishment is fo¥ violation. Six punishment- options are provided

ranging from none, through a restriction of some sort (e.g., declared ineligible

for athletics) to lowered grades, suspension, or expulsion. Schools will differ,

- H

we predict, with respect to what they have rules about, and on the severity.oﬁ .

-
, S - -
! a

J'
PR

. punishment metedﬂout,for violation of similar rules. . . IR

' b ‘ - ."‘ b ) ?v““

! - ‘/w.
. yThe question Ad. the Selection category which taps the characteristics of -~
. r ; * Y .

~ s R

-

students that affect selection, for example, lists a, large number of student
l - ¢
! ) characteristics (e. g is young,~is a leading athlete or.cheerleadet, has wealthy

4
' \v\ )

l
|
% § parents) Respondents are asked to indicate whether it Would be easier, harder,
. / h
E or make no differenee in .getting into a course or class if he/she had that i
E‘_ . - ',le - *—s,_/,’\. . e — R N P
t
1

characteristic., ‘8chools will differ, we predict, with espect to which |

‘ éharacteristicé help one get the courses/classes,one wants, and which hinder.
Q L, . 29\ p R
RIC , Lo B
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

from "the teacher requires it" through "encourages" and "permits" to "the D

to what kinds of behaviors teachers require or encourage, versus prohibit.

. of .the degree to wﬁnch each school or classroom has each’ aspect of each function

"items and the generalrtrue/false items. The general item . provide a'valiQity

\

The question in the Instruction category tapping the teacher's Tesponse E
. A — L,
to various types of student_behavior lists a large number of possible student
N [ o

learning “behaviors in a classroom (e.g., asking questions, challenging a

.
-

) ¢’ . ' .
teacher's interpretation of -subject mattér)., To each behavior respondents.are .

i

asked to indicate how the teacher tends to respond. Response options range

.

teacher does not permit?it." Classrooms willfdiffer, we predict, with réspect,
. 14 N .

°

»

¢~
o f

These examples represent the type of question in the questionnaire.' For =~

’ » - Te ° .
-

[

each aspect of each funttion there is a list of items which cover .a broad range

.

-

of possibilities. Then, for each of these sets,_the response options represent

3 :

a scale, often one which is substantive in itself (e.g.,\degrees'of severity

of .punishment rather than the usual true/false or agree/disagree found in ciimate

insturments). . . .

-~

Since these specific, discrete items are thén combined into a scale value °

.

\\ .
(e g., a severity of punlshment score"), we have also- included some more

i

) /
generaixtrue/false items ¢overing the same content area (e.g., teachers are

- ..

really hard on you around here if you do anything wrong). There sh0u1d be

agreement\between the- scale ‘score derived from combining the‘low—ievel descriptive

- ~ . 4

s

\
check on the specific items.

h © - -

The Uses of thelRésults L

=

In'ana1§zing the daga, three types of comparisons are obvious:

—t—

v ‘>' - b - .
- / ¢P) Comparisons between classrooms within a school, aggregated into

Lo important groupings,\such as: ‘courses, different types of subject Y-
? . . gy

se » ‘ 30 - o J E
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

il

not only allow schools to look at whet they do from a broad, soEiai perspective,

"of behavior if’theg choos%.' ’ a

J : . 29

\ . N
matter, different instru?tional approaches, classrooms with different -

- evaluation strategies or between different levels of difficulty.of

coutses. lHere-the intent would be to compare the patterne.of the

) Jifferenp classrooms (or other units of comparison) and to describe

a

N consistent differences in their carrying out of the functions.

(g) Comparisons between schools on the functions that are carried out at
< (I - ]

-

‘ the school level, and if there are sufficient schools in a sample,

. comparisons between diffeﬁfnt types of schools (involving aggrega%ing

the éqﬁool dafa):"Types of schools can be defined by a number of

criteria. . . .
e . . ¢
(3) Comparisons to explain differences in the way the functions are

Id . .
performed by using demographic characteristics of the students.

. . M - _ «
.Here-wvarious-subgroups of the school, guch as good students and poor

: §tﬁdent§, minorities and nonminorit¥es or male and female, would be

. S
compared in terms of the way‘ghey'ﬂescripe,zhe performance of the

<

“

constitute an accurate perception and that, if there are major .

differences between major subéroups in the scheolﬁ these represent

» )
. Iy -

1 actyal differential treatment by the school or the classroom.

. * ¥ )
- "

The importance of the instrument lies in the breadth of igs(description

.

of .schooling, and the breadth qﬁ.the theoretical framework. The results should &

v

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
]
|
i
1
|
i
!
1
|
fupétions’in the school. The aséumption is that, their descriptions J
1

but to Brévide sufficient concrete detail to allow them to alter their patterns'

o} .- o .. ,
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For example, of growing'c ncern to both educators and t%ﬁ public is the
. #

- s

<

extent to which attention to Cus ody/Conﬁrol dominates most schools' instruc-~
tional missions and their orienJations toward student socialization. In fact

Custody/Control seems to have pgrvaded schools to such an extent that it also

~

impinges on evaluation-certification. This "contamination" is apparent at both

the classroom and school levels. In the classroom, for example, teachers control
P )
the evaluation process and commonly dispense grfﬁes not only on the basis of

\ -
student performarce and effort but on punctuality, attendance, "attitude,” and

-

‘. v
. - .
deportment. At the school level formal certification and the awarding of diplomas

.depend gs'ﬁuch on students' exposure to twelve full years of schooling as on the

skills they acquire.

»

,

Attempts to deal with concerns such as these--~that is, in this instarce to
. ,

make some changes so that Custody/Control does not have such a pervasive

. ’ M ¢
influence--are hampered by the lack of instrumentation to adequately diagnose

. .
.the existing pattern of relationships among the functions in a school, or a

éonceptual framework for suggesting appropriate changes in one or more of the

~ - N

functions, or instrumentation to track the effects of a particular change on the

pattern in a school. . v % L . £,

. . -
This ipstrument will provide a-major tool in planning and evaluating
A s . X e h

' i N ) . T A .
changes in schools. As the data from widespread use of the ingtrument become

~ -
- <. - . .
< e . .

available, it should be possiblésto identi¥§:ﬁ3fé'and less stable pétterns\of

. ’ ' p -
manifestations among the functions and to _predict the likely effects .on other
. .. . \“‘ At} "

functions of a péfticular chanéé'in'oﬁe. This would provide a major breakthrough®

in ‘the planning of school Ehéhges

Lt - ’

v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

. ‘ : FOOTNOTES

1)
. e - ‘ -
This, of course, is far from ’.ilhial. For some time now various
i dividuals have been pointing out the existence “of a "hidden
Zﬂrrlculum '"insschools.. For just one good example, see
Robert Dreeben, On What Is Learned In Schools.

Just last summer the National Institute of Education funded a large,
careful evaluation of the effects of the curriculum development
efforts, under the direction of Dr. John Wirt of RAND, Washiagton
D.C. This conclusion is a common one, given the present state of
knowledge about the effects of the curr1cu1um'development efforts.

The evidence on this is substantial. One good source is the hearings
on the renewal of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

H.R. 69, U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Education and
Labor, February 8, 1973. . N

See particularly A Foundation Goes to School, the Ford Foundation,
Office of Reports, 320 East 43rd Street, New York 10017, for a....
thorough review of their efforts and documentatxon of these
conclusions. ' .

" A succinct summary of the early history of the alternative schools
movement can be found in Allen Graugbard S, ALternat1ve~Education'.-
The' Free School Movement in the United States." -An ERIC. paper. -

t

Stanford University:

ERIC Clearinghouse on Medla and Technvlogy.

September, 1972.

A great deal of information is also available

from the National- Consortlum for 0ptions in Public Educatlon,\
Bloomingtion, Indiana.

5‘“

.

In some senses allowing students choice is merely the best'ﬁe can do

until we have more highly .developed technologies for matching , °

students with an appropriate context for learning. Choice is-a

means of bringing about appropriate matches. Conceptual 1y, effecting

a match is the crucial issye. For a general discussion of this 1ssue,,4

see David Hunt, Matching Models in Education, Toronto: Ontario- .
,Institute for the Study of Education. No. 10 1971. ' e IR

For 'a thorough review of the literature which‘cpmes ‘to the .conclusion
that this is needed, see Michael Fullapn, "Overview of the Innovat1ve
* Process and the Uscr," Interchange, Vol. 3, Nos. 2-3, 1972. Also, thef
'National Institute of Education has had for the first three years a” N
:priority on building local ‘problem solving capabi#lity. A plan for ' °
this work, Building Capacity for Renewal and Réform, December, 1973,
.is available'from the National Institute of Education. h
oo . .. .‘

. ‘., - -

. . .
.- v i - . A
. .
. A .
- ¢ . 33 . ..
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.
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- 10.

" 11.

. 12.

13.

A major project has recently been funded by the NIE to study existing

long-term technical assistance cfforts. This is being conducted
by the Center for New Schools, 431 S. Dearborne Street, Chicago,
Il1linois. -

This model is consistent with the entire approach to school change generally *
lumped under the category, "Organizational Development.'" BSee particularly
the work of Richard Schmuck and Phillip Runkel of the Center fof the

* Advanced Study of Educational Administration, University of Oregon.
Another, even more elaborated model is under development by the Rural
Education Program of the Northwest Regional'EQucatipngl Laboratpry, -

.

Portland, Oregon 97204. _— - - oot ép

. \
»e g

The case study literature is massive and growing.
examples of the sort we have in mind is Summerhill.

One of th

e better

‘e

known

: - oo ) o L . sy
See, for example, Bidwell, C.E. "The Second Transformation of 'American

Secondary'EdupationT-International’Journal of ‘Comparative Scciology,
.. Vol. 2, Sept. 1961. Pp. 144-166.
“ by Durkheim. - ; L7 i
L ‘ *

R W .

" Many books and articles pight;bé cited here. See the collection of articles A
by Beatrige and Ronald Gross (Eds), Radical School Reform.. New, York:
Simon-and Schuster, 1969, for_a good scurce. ' N

P2

Since i#:this case respordents apeé describing things in their’ environment, '
‘arid our assumptian isrghat?the environment is relatively regular, probably
- only ‘two or three are’rieeded. . We will be dding seme validation studies
of this question during the testing of the instrument.

I .o .
\ . ’ L.
. . . . :
. .
R

P

Also, any of a number of .writings . .
. . & } Y
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